


Dear Dr. Carter:

We greatly appreciate your thorough review and specific, constructive feedback to improve our manuscript. The tables below summarize how we have addressed reviewer comments. 

Response Feedback
General APA and grammar
	Should the title include pilot study as mentioned in the manuscript?
	No, this is a feasibility study. We have removed the word pilot from the manuscript.

	Text citations, list only one author if more than 2-see APA starting on p
261
	Thank you for referring us to this new APA 7th in text referencing. We made these corrections throughout the manuscript

	Tables-remove horizontal lines except top and bottom and include notation
in text for their approximate location
	We have removed interior horizontal lines per reviewer feedback. However, we would like to note that APA 7th allows these lines (pg. 60 and 197) and we had included them to improve readability of the tables. We have indicated approximate location of tables for tables.

	Reference list corrections include: use full journal titles, with no caps
in article titles; present complete page numbers; doi's if possible; caps
after colon's in titles; list up to 20 authors, see apa chapter 10 also for
conference and paper presentations
	We corrected all references per APA 7th, including inserting hyperlinked dois for articles for which they were available.

	Grammar, write in past tense, consistent throughout, ie researchers vs we:It appears to be a bit fragmented and inconsistent; for example, in some
areas the term “researchers” is used but others areas use “our” or
“we” for reference.
	It is unclear if the reviewers are providing feedback for tense or voice. We have purposely interchanged “researchers”, “we” and “our” to engage the reader. We carefully reviewed the document regarding tense. Consistent with other TRJ published manuscripts, we use present tense in some areas (e.g., introduction) and past tense in some sections (e.g., results. We are happy to edit according to specific recommendations.



	Abstract
	

	Include reference to TR
	Added reference to recreational therapy interventions

	Statement on practice and research recommendations
	The abstract includes a recommendation for future research. It is premature to make practice recommendations based on this feasibility study

	Introduction & RL
	

	Overall, the study has potential to be highly relevant for the TRJ;
however, the claim to publish it needs strengthening. There is only vague
mention of TR or RT in the entire paper. The conceptual or theoretical
connection needs to be made for the link of the study to the profession.
	We agree emphasis on TR was lacking in our manuscript. We added a section reviewing TR literature with seminal and current references. We reduced the review of physical activity literature to better emphasize recreational therapy. We also enhanced reference to recreational therapy in other sections of the manuscript.

	The introduction or background or lit review needs headings and more
organization.
	We have added headings to improve organization of the paper

	Additional references related to the TR literature would strengthen this
manuscript.
	We added a section reviewing TR literature with seminal and current references. 

	Methods
	

	Procedures - they describe the swim intervention the children engaged in
but  do not describe anything about data collection. Nor do they indicate how
many parents completed the instruments or any details related to instrument
completion.
	Methodology Section
In the Participants section, we state we aimed to recruited 35 participants and justified that sample size. In the procedures we describe which measures were administered at pre-test and which were administered at both pre and post-test.

	The Method section has some assumptions missing, such as recruitment of
participants, which is mentioned in the Results.
	Recruitment of participants is addressed in the last line of the Participants section. The participants section also details inclusion and exclusion criteria and justifies the sample size. Characteristics of the participants we were successful in recruiting are described in the results.

	Analysis: More detail is needed to best understand the findings.  For
instance, what variables were you testing with the ANOVA? Why did you choose
an ANOVA over a 2 tailed t-test especially considering your N? 
Did you consider running your data at a .05 or .10 level of confidence?
Might you have found statistical significance particularly with the N size?
	Participants were recruited across 3 swim sessions, so we used ANOVA (rather than t-tests which can only detect differences in 2 groups) to ensure the groups were equivalent prior to running analysis related to the feasibility of the CHQ measure. We used the two-tailed test because we did not hypothesize a directional difference. We did not consider running our data with 1 significance because .5 is customary for examining group difference. It appears the reviewer was reading our analysis with emphasis on determining effects of intervention. The purpose of the study was to determine the feasibility of the CHQ measure for a future effectiveness study. 

	Results
	

	Intervention is reported yet purpose of paper relates to
parent's & their reporting is one paragraph. Consider answering the
following reviewer concerns:aside from noting the CHQ scores for 3 variables
were lower than parents of children without ASD no other explanation of the
finding is provided. For instance, how was a comparison of data from this
study complete so the CHQ finding was ascertained as it appears all 31
children in this study were on the autism spectrum? How did they secure the
general population results for data comparison? How many parents completed
the questionnaires? Did they complete them fully thus none had to be
eliminated from analysis
	We appreciate reviewer questions about the comparison data from the general pediatric population. We recognize we failed to provide the reference for the published data and added it in the analysis section and as a note for Table 3.

To better distinguish the results are focused on CHQ feasibility rather than intervention effects, we added subheadings to the results section. Per reviewer suggestion, we also added information about how many parents completed the questionnaire and about missing data.

We did not offer explanation for the finding that parents of children with ASD report lower scores that parents of children without ASD as we limited this section to reporting and provided potential explanation for results in the discussion section. We added “particularly in areas of behavior, mental health and psychosocial health” to the 3rd paragraph of the discussion to better direct readers to this information.

	Limitations
	

	The author(s) don't actually point to any limitations including parent
self-report for their child. Did the author(s) not consider over or under
reporting by parents? Could that not be a limitation, that the parents are
not actually capturing the quality of life factors experiences by their
children? And what are the limits of comparing CHQ scores reported by
parents of children with ASD to those who do not have ASD? What if they
compared children with ASD who participate in a swim program compared to
those who participate in a drama or sport program? That might be the more
equitable comparison.
	Because the purpose of the study was to test feasibility of the measure for use with children with ASD, we did not consider the limitations of parent report.  If the focus of the study were to examine effects of intervention, this might be a limitation. Comparing the scores reported by parents of children with ASD to parents of typically developing children is a strength of this study. The comparison indicates the measure is sensitive to distinguish differences between the groups, similar to how other chronic illness or disability groups can be distinguished from typically developing children with this measure. Future study might examine the difference between children with ASD participating in different activities, but first the measure must be established for use with ASD populations which was the purpose of this study. No changes were made as we already disclosed limitations related to the sample and comparison to published norms (rather than collecting our own normative data).

	Recommendations
	

	Create recommendations for practice and research (pull statement from
conclusion, for example on research). Practice recommendations consider
statements of challenges parents experience that are introduced in the
discussion section.
	We added a recommendations section and moved the last sentence of the conclusion to this section as suggested.







